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STATE OF ILLINOIS

‘\'?*J DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
SPRINGFIELD 62706

-
\

FRANKLIN D. YODER., M.D., M.P.H. DIVISION OF SANITARY ENGINEERING -
DIRECTOR November 8, 1507

ST. CLAIR COUITY < Solid Wasts Disposal
Sauget / tonsanto

r, Poul Sauvrst

Saugut and Company

2902 lonsznto Avenuc
Seuset, Illinois 62206

Dear lire Scuret::

On October 18, 1967, Sanitary Imspector Richard A. Eisenloff end

Sanitarian il. £+ Gish of this Department made an tion of your
refuse disposal sitc located at lot mumber 30, e subdivision,

t Company, Arcade
8 were unable to

Cahoicla Commons, on prooerty owned by the Caholda
Bulldings, East St. Louls, Illinois. Our represcnta
contact you duc to tiic late hour of the inspection.

Bascl orn our represcntatives' renort, we conc
disposzl site is not being operated in a gance with ﬁg}.efnse
Disnoszl Lew and ¢hiis Department's Rulgh y-ulations for Refuse
Disposal Sites and Fecilities adop tiereto. In order t»
corply with the State requirements hat you take the fol-
lowing action:

1. Procecd irxediately to

dreratizn of your
sanlitcry landfill 8onf

orm with this

38l refuss o the sitc
s date of this letter.

2.

artient with a description of the
&nd type gf all liquid wasics being disposed
nfthe sanitdry 1andfi1l and in tae liquid hold-
t near thg entrance to the slic. Any toxic
- y deseribed g3 to their

3. Prov

We shall epoct your immediate acknowledpmcnt of this letter,
together with your statement of the action you have taken or intend
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
'6) SPRINGFIELD 62706

FRANKLIN D. goocrj_rn. M.D.. M.P.H. DIVISION OF SANITARY ENGINEERING
IRECTOR

January 25, 1968

ST. CLAIR COUSTY - Solid Waste Disposal
Sauget/lionsanto

Mr. Paul Sauvget

Sauget and Company

2902 Monganto Avenue
Sauget, Illinois 62206

Dear Mr. Sauget:

» 1967, a reinspection of your

refuse disposal site located on propct ¥ owped by the Cahokia Trust Company
. pkisy Commons, Sauget, Illinois,

Based on our findings, wé c¢ t your refuse disposal site is being

operated in viola

furthermore, trx :
violation of P4 graph 482, Chapter 111%, Illinois Revised Statutes.

Viclations noted at the timg of the inspection are:
1. The s : nésted and fencing is not provided to
restric or to prevent blowing litter at the

unloading site.
2. Refuse was not being adequately compacted as received.

3. Refuse on the operating face of the £ill was not recciving
8ix inches of deily cover.

4. The completed side slopes of the fill have not received
the required two feet of final cover.

5. Liquidas of unknown chemical composition sre received
at the site without the prior written approval of this
Depertment; some of the liquids are discharged directly
onto the landfill surface and the ground.



i " St. Clzir Count - Si_ ) Vastc Disposal
Sedfet / lonsanto Pare 2

ts take to esrply with the recommendations emumcrated hercin. A reine
gpection vill be pudc in the near future to determine the progress
‘being made. o

Yors truly yours,

ILLTCIS DEPARTIINT OF PICLIC HCALTH

Yrerklin D. Yoder, Xl.D.
Director

RAZ:rls

Inels ~ Hules end Regulatiorns foo
Refuse Pisnosul Sites anc
Faellltic:

cc - Viegt Central Rerdonal Office

ST (204—26M—10-64)
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Sauget/Monsanto

'2.

6. Salvaged material was not being removed daily nor was it
properly stored at the site. This is considered to be
scavenging and is prohibited.

7. Sanitary handwashing and toilet facilities are not
provided.

The operation of your site was not acceptable as a sanitary landfill. The
continued operation of this site in the present manner and the continued
acceptance of refuse from another state are violations of the aforementioned
State Statutes. We wish to advise that this Depsrtment intends to proceed
with legal action as suthorized under the Statutes.

Very truly yours,
ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

Franklin D. Yodeér, M.D.
Director

Lot/

C. W. Klassen
Chief Sanitary Engineer

RAE:rla/CEC:ss

cc's/~ West Central Region v
~ St. Clair County State's Attorney






STATE OF ILLINOI1S

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
SPRINGFIELD
62706

July 26, 1968

£I. CLAIR COUNTY - Solid Waste Disposal
Sauget/P. Bauget & Co.

The Honorable John M. Karms, Jr.
State's Attorney of St. Clair County
Courthouse

Belleville, Illinois 62220

Deagr Sir:

Pursuant to the authority contained im Chapter 111%, Illinois Revised
Statutes, 1967, it is hereby requested that you seek immediate injunc-
tive relief against Sauget and Company 502 Monsanto Avenue, Sauget,
I1linois, to close the so0lid waste dis ite it operates on its
property in violation of the afonetaelr :

The gite is ouned and ope by e dupany, The principal
officers are Leo Sauget,

Manager, It is logs y
mile south of Mons O-fven uget. The legal description is

Lot 304 of the Sixtk Subdivi of the Cahokis Comowons, T.2N., R.10W.,
St. Clair County, S Illinois.

Please note the enclosed profile of the site since our original in-
spection of May 10, 1966, We believe that immediste fnjunctive cloaure
of this site is imperative in view of the company's continued willful
violation of this Law. Your cooperaticen and assistance in this mstter
will be greatly appreciated. This Department snd its staff involwved
with this matter stand ready to assist your sction. To further assist
your staff, we have prepared a draft of the proposed complaint, which
i attached. Thank you.

Very truly youxs,

Franklin D. Yoder, M.D.
Director

MEG/ss
cc's/- Division of Sanitary Engineering

- General Administration
= Region 6, East St. Louis, 111./



BT. CLAIR COUNTY - Solid Waste Disposal

Sauget/Sauget & Co,
2902 Monsanto Avenus
Bauget, Illineois

Lot 304, 6th Subdivision, Cahokis Commons, T.2N., R.10W,, St. Clair Co.,

State of Illinois

4/11/66

5/10/66

3/2/67

3/16/67

10/18/67

11/1/67

11/29/67

12/28,

12/29/67,
and 1/22/68

1/30/68

2/1/68

This Department ebserved epen burning and open dumping ef
refusge,

This Department observed open dumping of refuse at this
site,

This Department observed open dumping of refuse at this
site.

Received completed registration forms for the site from
Sauget & Co.

Inspection by this Department revealed 11 vielations of
the Illinois Refuse Disposal Law and pertaining Regulations.

Inspection by this Department reveasled no improvements
had been made. ESame violations observed as were noted on

10/18/617.

Inspection by this Department revealed mo improvements had
been made. Same vielations observed as were noted on 10/18/67.

Inspections by this Department revesled no improvements had
been made since the 10/18/67 inspsction. Twelve violatiens
of the Illinois Refuse Disposal Lavw and pertaining Regulations
wvere observed, A certified letter and telegram was sent to
Mr. P. Sauget on 1/25/68 listing the violations noted and
notifying him that the site was not acceptable for receiving
refuse,

Received letter and telegram from P, Sauget which stated he
will comply with the pertaining Law snd Regulations and re-~
quested an inspection on 2/29/68.

An inspection was conducted by this Department to determine
if progress was being made towards complying with the Refuse
Disposal Law snd Regulations. It was observed that action
had been initiated towards correcting the viclations.
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St. Clair Co. ~ SWD

2/2/68

2/9/68

2/15/68

2/20/68
3/5/68

3/14/68

3/21/68

4/15/68

4/25/68

5/23/68

6/27/68

7/10/68

7/11/68.

Sauget/Sauget & Co,
-2

Telegram sent by this Department stating that the site was
satisfactory for the acceptance of refuse,

Inspection by this Department found the site and operation
in compliance with the Refuse Disposal Law and Regulations.

Inspection by this Department revealed the operation to be
satisfactory.

Bite found to be satisfactory.

Inspection by this Department revealed a lack of cover
matexisl along the edge of the active £f1ll ares.

Inspaction by this Department revealed operation to be
satisfactory.

Inspection by this Department revealed a lack of cover
materisl along the adge of the active fill area.

Inspection by this Department revesled operation had deteriorated.
Violatiens observed were scavenging, not providing daily cover
matexrial over all dumped refuse, exposed refuse at several lo-
cations along wvest side of site due to erosfon of the cover
material, septic tank leaching ponds located on the completed

£1i11 sres were overflowing over the edge of the landf1ill onto
adjacent terrsin, and the completed fill areas had not received

a final depth of 24" of cover material.

Inspection by this Department revealed the ssme violations were
existing as observed on 4/15/68.

The inspection by this Department revesled no imprevements had
been made., In fact, additional deterioration of the site was
notéd since the lgst previous {nspection.

Inspection by this Department revealed further deterioration
of the site, A certified letter was sent to Mr. P. Sauget
discussing the 11 violations observed and that the site is
not acceptable for the receiving of refuse,.

Inspection by this Department revealed no improvements had

been made. Refuse was not receiving daily cover and a
smoldering fire was observed at the seuth end of the fill.

No operational improvements made.



6t. Clair Co. - EWD

7/13/68

1/14/68

7/22/68

7/23/68

S

Bauget/Sauget & Co.
-3 e

Inspection by this Department revealed the same violations
were existing, as well as the following additional iftems:
Attendant was engaged in the burning of other combustible
wastes at the brush burning site, which require daily cover,
access to the site not totally restricted as attendant stated
4 loads were dumped during the night, and debris had been
openly dumped into liquid chemical ponds.

No operational impoovements made. Refuse was not receiving
daily cover, nmo landfill equipmsnt observed on the site while
refuse was being dumped, septic tank wastes had been openly
dumped aleng seuth edge of fill, sign at entrance indicated
site s cleosed on Sundays but site was open and refuss vas
observed bsing dumped, snd attendant was observed scavenging

through refuse,

Inspection by this Depsrtment revealed that the face of the

£111 was not rvecsiving daily cover, the shelter was not screened,
axposed refuse still existed along the entire west edge of the
site (except for 20X of the total area whare earth had been
applied), open chemical ponds and wire dumping site contained
debris that required daily cover, and haulers were dumping at
the site. Improvements since lasst inspection were: The loading
of salvaged items onto a semi-trgiler, and the restricting ef
combustible wastes at the brush burning site.

This Department requested injunctive relief through the St.
Clair County State's Attorney's Office.
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M EMORANDUM October 13, 1970

ST, CLAIR COUNTY - So0lid Waste Disposal
Sauget/Sauget

TO: Environmental Protection Agency
Burean of Land Pollution Control

FROM: Region II

DAIE OF INSPECTION: October 6, 1970

IRTERVIEWED: Jim Lindsey, equipment operator

On the above date an inspection of the above-named site was conducted by
this writer, Zquipment operator 'im Lindsey was contacted et the time of the
inspection. ile stated that a new operator had been hired to work full time at
the site.

Inspection of the site revealed that some improvement hes been mede in
providing cover for exposed refuse, however, the face 1s still not covered
daily and sufficient cover material is not aveileble.

Blowing litter was obgerved in the fill erea and no portable fencing was
provided. No efforts were being maede to police the site.

This report is submitted for your information.

. "1/’_/_: y/. . / '%:.4—74 _/L.//\ ,/
Richard L. Ballard
Senitary Inspector

RLB/skv

cc: Reglon II



ILLINOIS POLLUTION COXNTROIL ROARD
May 26, 197)

ENVIDONMENTAL PROTECTION AGERCY )

)

) $71-29
v. ) »

)

SAUGET & CGHDPANY )

OPINION AND OBDER OF THE BOARD (BY SAMUEL T. ALDRICH):

Mr. Rokert F. Kaucher, Special A551stant Attorney General,
for the Envircnmental Protection Agency.

4r. Harold G. Bakex, Jr., Belleville, for Sauget & Company and
Paul Szuget '

'

J

net

e

The Environmental Protection Agency filed a complaint zga
Sauget and Ceompany, a corporation. On motion of the Assistant
Attorncy SGenecral, Paul Sauget, operatcr of the company, was added
as & party resrvondent. The conp]alnt alleged that befo ore, on and
since Novembker 30, 1270, Rescondent had a¢10“nd open dumping at
his solid wascte QlSDOSdL site in violation of Section 2i.a) and
(b) of the unv1rnvm,rtal Protection Act ("Act") and Rule 3.04 or tne
Rules and Rcgulations for Refuce Disposal Sites and Facilities
("Land Rulcs") The complaint also alleged that since doverooer 30,
1970, Respondent had permitted the open burning of refuse, had failed
to prov1dg adeguate fencing or shelter, "had allowed unsuperviscd
unloading, had not spread and compacted the refuse as it was ad-
mitted, and had not covered the refuse at the end of each working dav
Further, during the same period, Respondent allegedly had dispcscd
of liguids and hazardous materials without proper arproval, had
impcsed no insect or rodent control, had dumveu refuse over a large
impractical arca and had permitted scavencing and imphrover salvaging
operations. The aforementionad acts are all in violation of various
provisicns of the Land Rules and/or of the Act. 2t the hearina on
April 13, 1971, allegations of inadeqguate fire protection and ailowin
the feedlng of domestic anlmals were dismissed at the request of the

Agency. . .

At the hearing the Agency asked that the wording of its conolai
be amended by the substitution of "Before, on and sinca" for "Qi:ce"
in all except the first alleged violation. As will becomz azzsaren
later in the cpinion, the failure of the Agency to includc the nov
comprechensive wording was a critical factor in determining the number
of violations oi which the Joa*d could find Sauget guilty Respon-
dent claimed surprise, contending that if the reguest were gr
vould be deprived of an omportunity to. .prepare a dnfc“sa agai

the new charges. Ve agree with Respondent's contention and

H..Q
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the request for amendments to the complaint. We hold, however, Lhot
Raspond lent wan adecuately warwcd by the Agency complaint against

surprise of allcgat:ons on Noveaber 30.

Before considering the issues in the case, we must deal with
Respondent's motion to dismiss the complaint. Respondent argucs that
the entirc comnlaint should be dismissed on constitutional grcounds,
contending that the delegation of rule-making power to the Pollut:ien
Control Board is unconstitutional. He further contends that the
Board cannot imzosc anv fines because of  constitutional prohibitions.
In PCB 70-34, EPA v. Granite City Stecl Co., we held that 1cgu1“;a1‘
powers in thhly technical fields are comnonly delegated to adinin-
istrative agencics at cvery level of government. chpon51bllity for
all rule-making activities would imposc an impossible burden con
legislaturcs. We further held that the pollution statutes provide
sufficient standards to guide the Board's judgement and adcaouvaie
procedural safeguards to aveid arbitrary action. We have also held,
in PCB 70-38 and 71-6, consolidated, EPA v. Modecrn Plating Corn.,
that the Board has the ceonstitutional authority to imposce woney pondé
ties. We find Respondent's constitutional arguments to be withouvt m

The evidence offered in the case leaves little doubt that Sauvace
& Company allowed cpen dumping at its solid waste disposal site. The
Agency introduced photographs showing that certain identifiable
objects were visible on successive days. This is in clear violat
Section 21 (a) and (b) of the Act and Rules 3.84 and £5.07(2a) af th
Land Rules which prohibit open dumping and reguire that ail cxzos
refuse be covered at the end of each working dav Indacd the rec
indicates that some refuse present on May 22, 1970, was still uncove
on March 8, 1971. . Paul Sauget, secretarj treasurer of Saugcet & Lc:;
admitted that refuse had not always besn covered by the end of each
day (R.169). He-explained that this was mostly due to mechanical
breakdowns of the equipment and contended that the "rule book" allo:
for such problems. However, Respondent did not attempt to prova th,
the failure to cover on the days specified by the Agency was due to
mechanical breakdown. Further, there can be no excuse for pernitti
any refusc to remain uncovered for a period of almost a year. Weo 4
note, however, that conditions at the site have improwvcd someuwnhat
recent months. Rescondent has attempted to cover the refuse on a
regular basis, but efforts in this regard have been hampered bv the

tremendous volume of material accepted.

on

i,:.
-
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An important issue in the case is the type of cover material t
The record indicates that since March of 1966 Respondent had uscd
cinders as cover. Paul Sauget testified that he had bhecen told by
the Chief Sanitary Engincer of the Department of Public Health
that cinders were acceptable as cover. (R. 157). We agrec that
Saunget could rely upon the statement of the Department of Public
Health as a defense against a charge of improper covering. Rule
5.07 of the Land Rules states that cover material must permit only
minimal percolation of surface water when proverly compacted.
Clearly, cinders cannot be proprerly compacted and they allow more
than mininal percolation. They are thus not acceptable as coveor
material and their use is in violation of the regulations.

-~
.



The practice of covering with cinders must stop.

Respondent is alleged to have allowed open burning at his waste
disposal site in violation of Scction 9{c) of the Act and Rulce 3.05
of the Land Rules. Photograths taken on December 1, 1970, and
introduced by the Agency show material burning on the surfacoe of
the refuse. There is some evidence tnat both surface and sub-surfac:
burning occurred on Novciber 30, 1970. Paul Sauget teutlrlvu that
burning is not done 1nLcntlonallv but that some fires start accident-
ally. He claimed that when this happens, attempts are made to extin-
guish the fire. However, a witness from the Agency testified that
on December 1, 1970, while Agcncy personnel were present no attemot
was made by defendant's employees to put out a fire. There is roasc:
to believe that Respondent has becn negligent in his attemodts to
stop open burning at the landfill site.

Several witnesses testified that Sauget & Company did not hav:s
quate fencing at its waste disposal site, a violaticn of Rule 4.03
(a) of the Land Rules. The Rule also requires that the site b furn
with an entrance gate that can be locked. These provisions
to prevent promiscuous dumplng which renders impossible thce

060
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improvements have been made since tnot time. TFencing was arpa
installed on two sides of the landfill site between Lbbrualv g,
March 22, 1971 (R. 122). Respondent did not dispute the AOCAC"'S ck
servations of November 30, but indicated that since that date stec
had been taken to reerlct access to the site. The record is uac
as. to the adecguacy of some of these measures and we are undecicdeZd
‘whether permanent fencing should be provided on all sides of the

Jandfill site. The record indicates that the liquid waste disros:zl
facility is adeguately fencead.

3

2
'dally compaction and covering of the refuse. Testimony by w geas
for the Agency indicated that the site in question was not adocguztsi
fenced nor provided with a propcr gate. These conditions were seid
to exist on November 30, 197C (R.31,89). The record indicates thzaz
arently

y
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Rule 4.03(a) of the Land Rules also requircs that the hours c?2
operation of a landfill site be "clearlv shown". This is nccessar:
in order to inform the public as to ‘when dUﬂplng is permissible
facilitate proper supervision. Witnesses for the Agency testifi
‘that hours of operation were not posted on their visits to the s
on November 30, 1970 and March 22, 1971 (R.89,119). This was di
puted by Respondent who claimed that signs had been posted since
July 1, 1970 (R.167). From the record it is evident that on sevara
occasions the hours of operation were not clearly shown, as rcauirs

by the rcgulation.

Ul e M
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Again with regard to fencing, Rule 5.04 of the Land Rules reg:
that portable fences be used when necessary to prcvent blowing of
litter from the unloading site. Witnesses for the Agency teostifiozg
that portable fencing had not been provided on three separate ccca:
since Novcmber 30, 1970 (R. 31,60,115). Respondent claim2d that o¢
ble fences had boon uced ncar the face of the landfill since
November 30 but did not specifically dispute the contentions of

the Agency that fencing was absent on cortain dates.

N
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The Lgency also alleged that Sauget & Company further violatce
Rule 5.04 by allowing unsuperviscd un10nalxg al its wastce dispcoal
Again the eviconcs is contradictory. A witfness for the Agency tO”L
fied that the gate to the licuid was Lc disposal facility was owon a
unattended on two oczasiouns (R. 119,121). Res»ondent 1ﬁdicated that
an altendant was always present (R. 16°) but the rccord is not cntircly
clear as to the degxcc oi supcrvision provided at the liquid waste

facility.

T

Sauget & Company is alleged to have violated Rule 5.06 of the Lan
Rules by not sprecading and compacting the refuse ag it is admitted.
Testimony by witnesses for the Agency indicated that this violation
occurred on two occasions (R. 90,115). One oi the witnesscs intcerorotc
the Rule to mean that refuse must be compacted and covered by the nzit
day (R. 136). This interpretation was not disputed, and we acceot it.

Since we have already ruled that Respondent is guiltv of not covering
refuse by the next day, he must also be in violation of Rule 5.06.

Additionally, scveral witnesses tegstified that Sauget & Comnan
not confined the duroing of refuse to the smallest practical arca, 1
violation of Rulc 5.03 of the Land Rules. The words "smallcesl vrectic:
are only vaguely descriptive. We intervret such an area to mo2n one
which can be properly compacted and covered by the end of the working
day. Wec have aiready found that the Recspondent failed to cover his v
properly. The record does not permit us to decide whethar the size o
receiving area contributed in part to this failure.

3 Respondent is alleged to have had no proper shelter at his solid
waste disposal site, in violation of Rule 4.03(c) of the Land Rules.
Although the absence of shelter in the landfill area was not disputed,
the testimonv of Paul Sauget indicated that such a structure had hean
prescnt in the liguid disposal area since 1959 (R.173). The saclter
was said to possess drinking water and toilet facilities, and to be
accessible to persons working in the landfill area. We find that :th2
Respondenl has provided proper shelter for operating personnel.

The Agency complains that Sauget & Company had disposed cf lizu
and hazardous materials without prior avproval. Rule 5.08 of the La:mn
Rules rezuires that such disposal be aporovbd by the bepartmant of
Public Health. Much testimonv was received concerning the disposal
of liquids in the liguid waste facility. A witness for the
Agency described the odor cmanating from these liquids as “very
nauscous” (R.119), but no attempt was made to identify the components
of the ligquids chemically. Agency witnesses testified that they
did not know whether or not the liquids were hazardous. Respondent
had registercd his liquid waste facilitics with the Department
and no further permit is required. We find that opzrations at the
liguid waste disposal arca are not in violation of any regulations.
We are concerned, however, that substances deposited in this aren
may indeed bc hazardous. The proximity of the site to the llississic
River makes it particularly important that such substances be



idcntificd. We will therefore order thul Sauget file with tha

hgency and Board a 1ist of chemicals being disposcd or an affidavit
from lMonsanto (inc¢ only user of the chemicul c'lumnxw site) that ¢h-
chemicals do not pose a threat to pollution ef the Mississippi Riv..s

by underground scenage. If the wastes prove to be of a hazardous nalur

Saugel & Comy c,
Agency according to provisions of 5.08 before continuing to handlce su-h

wvastes.

Although Respondent's operations at the liquid disposal arca cdo
not violate the regulations, there is testimony that licguids have sorn.o-
times been deposited at the solid waste facilities. An emplcoyce ol then

PR N ~
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Agcncy witnessed the disposal of liquid wastes at the landfill on ih
occasions since November 30, 1970 (R.114,117,121). All disjposal of
liguids at the solid waste facilities must cease.

~
-
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‘Paul Saugct adnitted allowing "midnight driver sanitary vconle” t

dump at the landfill (R.160). If, as we surmisc, this is pl;O’nPn From
sectic tanks it 1is obviously a most unsanitary practice and is in cizar

daan

violation of Rule 5.08 of the Land Rules.

Sauget & Company 1is also alleged to have operated its landfil} or
tion withount insecit and rodent control, in violation of Rule 5.0% ci
the lLand Rules. There is amnle evidence that rats have lived at tic
site (R. 32,39,91). Paul Sauvget oproiessed not to know that control w2
required (R.170). The prcblem of insect and rodent control is likelw
to failure to provide adeguate cover £ r the refuse. Richard Baliard
of the Department of Public Health testified that in the absence of <da!

covering pest control will never be attained (R.92).

.
Y
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There are still more complaints. The Agency alleges that Saucgst
Company has violated the regulations dealing with scavenging (Rule 5.1
the manual sorting of refusc) andéd salvaging (Rule 5.10, not definodal.
Paul Sauget testified that salvage operations were permitted at tho si
for purposes of safety to the bulldozer and operator and so that the
refuse- could he compacted properly (R.172). He denied the Agency's cz2
tentions that salvauing interfered with the landfill opecration and %}
salvaged materials werc allowed to remain at the site in violation
Rules 5.10(c) and (@) of the Land Rules. A witness for -the Agency
testify that on March 8, 1971, the sorting operations created lecs
interference than those which he observed earlier (R.61). It is d&i
cult to determine from the record whether many of the activities w
nesscd constitute a violation of the ban on scavenging or of unsan
vage operations. It is clear that materials have been illegallv ¥
by hand at the dumping site (R.115). This nust cease. Scaveng ne
proh:bltcd and salvage must be conducted at an area remote fron the

operating face of the fill.

i
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In previous cases where the Respondent had no prior warning and
the violations were not flagranit, the Poard assessed penalties of S18
(EPA v. J. M. Cooling, PCB 70-2, and EPA v. Ncal Auto Salvage, Inc.,
PCi3 70-5). Wnore Respgondents had prioy warning of a history of

any will be reguired to obtain a letter of avproval f:o.. Ui

'a)
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actunl violation, fines of $1500 were asgessced (BPA v, Eli foiconi,
PCB 70-15, ond EYA v. R, H., Charlett, PCB 70-17). This, howover,
should not boe construca as io;chOC'Aj fines of greater amount in

appropriaic circunrmtancis.,

This cplrlon constitutes Lhe Board's findings of fact and
conclusions of law.

ORDER

1. Sauqot & Conwawy and Paul Sauget arc to comply with Rules
5.06 and 5.07{a) of the Rules and Regulations for Pefuse Distosal

Sites and Tacilities by complcttng the compaction and covering of
all exposed refuse by the end of each working day.

2. Sauget & Company and Paul Saugot are to ceasc and desist
the use.of CJnd01s as cover material.

3. Sauget & Commaw; and Paul Sauget are to cease and desist
the open du.slng of refusc in violation of Section 21(a) and (b) of
the Environimontal ro\-ctlon Act and Rule 3.04 of the Rules and
RPeculatione foex Refuse Disposal Sites and Facilities.

4. Sauget & Company and Paul faugelt are to cease and desist
the open burning of *efuse in vioclaticn cof Section S(c) cf the Eavir
mental Protecticn Act and Rule 3.05 of the Rules and Regulations
for Refuse Disposal Sites and Facilities.

S. Saudet &, Company and Paul Sauget are to cease and desist
the dion:al of liquids at its solid waste disposal facility in
violation of Rule 5.08 of the Rules and Regulations for Refusc Dis-
posal Sites and Facilities.

6. Sauget & Company and Paul Sauwget are to comply with Rules
4.03(a) and 5.04 oi theo Rules and Regulations for Refuse Disnosal
Sites and Facilities with regard to the posting of hours of ozorati
and the provisicn of rreoper fencing. Every point of practicable vo
access shall be fenced., .

) 7. Sauget & Conmp any and Paul Sauget are -to cease and desist
the sorting of refuse by hand in violation of Rules 5.10 and/or 5.1
of the Rules and Regulations for Refusc Disposal Sites and Faciliti

8. On or before June 15, 1971, Sauget & Company and Paul Sauc
shall file with the Agency and the Board a list of chenmical compour
being devosited in the liguid waste disvesal facility, or an affid:
of Monsanto Company that the chenicals. do not pose a threat of ovol!
tion of the Mississippi River by underaround scepage. Upcon failur
to furnish such Jnfoﬁ.,ulon, the Board shall hold a supplcnontal
hearing on five dayvs' notice to the parties and shall entor such
further Order as shall Le appyopriate.



9. Savgael & Co:spany and Paul Savcet shall remit to the
Environmeontal Protection Agency the swa, in penalty, of $1,000.0C.

I, Reagina E. Rvan, Clerk of the Pollution Control Board, certifly
that the Board adopted the above opinion and order this -/ day
of hMay, 1971.




STATE OF ILLINOIS
ENVIROKRMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

INTER ~ OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

DATE: November 27, 1972
MEMO TO: Enforcement Services Section, DLPC
FROM: Surveillance Section, DLPC

SUBJECT: ST. CLAIR COUNTY - Land Pollution Control
Sauget/Sauget

I Sauget and Company
Paul Sauget, Secretary and Manager

I1 Date Time Weather Persons Present
Iié 6/01/71 3:30 p.m. Sunny, Clear Mensing, Bob Dailey
7/12/71 2:30 p.m. Sunny, Hot Mensing, Child, Dailey
9/14/71 10:15 a.m. Sunny, Hot Child, Richard Ticer
9/30/71 10:05 a.m. Warm, Clear Mensing, Child, Dailey
11/11/71 3:00 p.m. Warm, Clear Mensing, Dailey
12/02/71 12:00 p.m. Cold, Clear Child, Daily, Ticer
1/25/72 10:45 a.m. Cold, Clear Mensing, Child, McCarthy, Dailey
2/14/72 11:00 a.m. Cool, Clear Mensing, Child, Dailey
3/07/72 10:55 a.m. Cldy., Warm Mensing, Dailey
3/14/72 2:00 p.m. Sunny, 65° Mensing, McCarthy, Vollimer, Dailey,
T. Clark
3/15/72- . 1:15 p.m. Cldy., Wet, 50° Mensing, McCarthy, Vollmer, Dailey
4/13/72 2:45 p.m. Ptly. Cldy., 85° Mensing, Dailey
5/03/72 3:45 p.m. Cidy., 55° Mensing, Child, Dailey
5/04?72 11:15 a.m. Clear, 65° Mensing, Child
5/22/72 1:50 p.m. Sunny, 90° Mensing, Child, McCarthy, Dailey

EVERY INTER-OFFICE LETTER SHOULD HAVE ONLY ONE SUBJECT.
ALL LETTERS TO BE SIGNED ... NO SALUTATION OR COMPLIMENTARY CLOSING NECESSARY.

EPA-90-7/71
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Date
5/23/72
6/07/72
6/08/72
7/03/72
7/27/72
8/03/72
9/05/72
9/06/72

10/11/72

10/16/72

10/17/72

10/18/72
11/03/72

Date

6/01/71

7/21/71

9/14/71
9/30[71
11/11/71

12/02/71

Sauget/Sauget November 27, 1972
Time Weather Persons Present
9:45 a.m.  Sunny, 80° Mensing, Child, Dailey
4:15 p.m. Clear, 80° ’ Mensing, Child, Sauget, Ticer
7:05 a.m. Clear, 65° Child
1:30 p.m. Cidy., 80° Mensing, Child, Dailey
12:00 p.m. Clear, Mild - Child, G. Phillips

Child, T. Clark

3:45 p.m. Ptly. Cidy, 78° Mensing, McCarthy, Dailey
11:00 a.m. Clear, 75° Mensing, McCarthy

9:40 a.m. Cldy., 70° Mensing, McCarthy, Dailey
3:00 p.m. Clear, 72° Mensing, Child, Sauget
2:30 p.m. Cldy, 60° Mensing

10:00 a.m. Cldy, 40° Mensing

11:00 a.m. Cldy, 45° Mensing, Child, Dailey

Nature of Conversation

Mensing informed Bob Dailey, site manager, that a few 55 gallon
drums of liquid (which appeared to be varnish, solvents and

paint by-products) were being deposited in the fill area. Dailey
was informed that dumping of liquids at the landfill should cease

immediately.

Mr. Dailey was informed that chemicals emptied from barrels and
placed in a dike impoundment on the landfill site should cease
and that no liquids should be accepted at the landfill.

William Child pointed out to operator Richard Ticer a few small
areas on the fill face which required additional cover.

Mr. S~Auget was informed by phone to immediately discontinue
accepting septic tank pumpings at his site.

Mr. Dailey was informed not to dump refuse into the pool of
septic tank waste.

William Child indicated to Mr. Dailey that Marker Buoys had
been dumped into the pool of septic tank waste and that no
refuse should be dumped in the waste,
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Date

1/25/72
2/14/72

3/07/72

3/14/72
3/15/72
4/13/72

5/03/72

5/22/72

5/23/72-

6/07/72

7/03{72

9/05/72

Sauget/Sauget November 27, 1972

Nature of Conversation

Mr. Dailey was asked what they plan to do about cover material
as the available supply is used up. He said they would truck
it in.

Mr. Dailey requested permission to place large rocks and concrete
in the area previously used for disposal of septic tank waste.
Mr. Dailey was given permission to do so.

Mr. Dailey requested permission to fill in the pool of septic
tank liquid with general refuse, This request was verbally
denied. Mr. Dailey also stated that they will need to haul in
cover material as they fill in the southeast corner of the site.

Mr. Dailey was informed of areas on the site which needed addi-
tional cover.

Mr. Dailey was informed that open dumping was observed and that
adequate daily cover was not being applied.

Mr. Dailey was told that the finished portions of the site have
not received satisfactory final cover.

Mr. Dailey was informed that refuse was observed in an area of
standing water and that exposed refuse was observed in an area
detached from the active fill area. Mr. Dailey was told that
these deficiencies should be rectified.

Mr. Dailey was informed that random probings revealed that the
cover material on top of fill was only averaging 3 to 4 inches.
Also, he was told that fencing and restrictions should be in-
stalled on the south end of the site. Mr. Dailey was again told
about the need to_apply final cover.

Same as May 22, 1972.

‘Mr. Sauget was informed that restrictions should be erected at

south end of the site, Mr. Sauget was also told that less than
six inches of cover material has been placed over the refuse on
top of the fill.

Mr. Dailey was informed of the following observations: Smoke
was observed eminating from an underground fire in the fill area,
a pool of liquid was observed to have been dumped at the base of
the fill, some refuse was observed to have been promiscuously
dumped along a road leading into the south end of the site, no
restriction was present at the south of the site.

Mr. Dailey was informed that refuse was observed in an area of
ponded water. He stated that the water was rainwater and that
the rain caught them while they were dumping in the low area
and that they couldn't cover the refuse.



VI

VII
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ST. CLAIR COUNTY - LPC Page 4
Sauget/Sauget November 27, 1972

Date Nature of Conversation

10/11/72 Mr. Dailey stated that they had been dumping in the new area
south of the Alton & Southern Railroad tracks since October 6,

1972.

10/16/72 Paul Sauget stated that the new dumping area was covered by the
Public Health Registration since it was the same lot number and
same owner. Mr. Sauget also stated that he is still working on
obtaining a permit for the area. Mr. Sauget was informed that
the Agency felt that he needed an E.P.A. permit before he could
dump in the new area. He was further informed that investigation
disclosed that the old and new dumping areas were not included
in the same lot number. He was also informed that many areas on
his old site lacked the six inch dally cover and that final
cover should be applied to the site.

11/03/72 Mr. Dailey was informed about the area on the site that contained
an underground smouldering fire. Mr. Dailey stated that he knew
about the fire.

Sauget & Company
2902 Monsanto Avenue
Sauget, Illinois 62206

Attached.

The following 1s a compilation of data indicating non-compliance with the
P.C.B. opinion (PCB 71-29) dated May 26, 1971.

-

Order .#1 - Inadequate daily cover was observed on:

3/14/72 5/04/72 6/07/72 11/06/72 10/17/72

3/15/72 5/22/72 6/08/72 10/11/72 10/18/72

5/03/72 5/23/72 11/05/72 10/16/72 11/03/72

Order:#Z —~ Respondent used fly ash cover material on the following dates:
6/01/71 9/14/71 11/11/71 2/14/72 3/14/72

7/12/71 7/27/71 1/25/72 3/07/72 3/15/72



IX
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Order #3

3/14/72
3/15/72
5403/72

Order #4 -

Order #5 -

Order #6 -

Order #7 -

Letters to

Sauget/Sauget November 27, 1972

Open dumping was observed on:

5/04/72 6/07/72 11/06/72 10/17/72
5/22/72 6/08/72 10/11/72 10/18/72
5/23/72 11/05/72 10/16/72 11/03/72

Smoke eminating from an underground fire was observed on the
following dates:

7/03/72 10/17/72
7/27/72 10/18/72
9/05/72 11/03/72
9/06/72

Liquids were observed to have been dumped on the following dates:

6/01/71 9/30/71
7/12/71 7/03/72
9/14/71 7/27/72

On the following dates, adequate restrictions were not present
on the south end of site:

5/22/72 6/08/72 10/16/72
5/23/72 7/03/72 10/17/72
6/07/72 10/11/72 10/18/72

Sorting of refuse by hand was observed on the following date:

12/02/71

E.P.A. from Paul Sauget

7/28/71

4/20/72

Attached.

Mr. Sauget wrote that the disposal of liquid waste at the sauget
landfill has been discontinued as of July 13, 1971. He stated
that they are not accepting any liquid waste material until a
method of disposal is established within accordance of Rules

and Regulations.

Liquids werce subsequently observed to have been dumped in the

site on:
9/14/71 _ 7/03/72
9/30/71 7/27/72

Mr. Sauget wrote to say that the only open dumping is when refuse
is being dumped from the trucks. He also said that the refuse is
being covered daily, even if the inspectors do not think so,
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Sauget/Sauget November 27, 1972

At times the odor eminating from the adjacent toxic chemical dump is very
strong and pungent.

No nearby residences
None.

Included.

Lot #304, 6th Subdivision, Cahokia Commonfields, T2N., R.10W., 3rd P.M.,
St. Clair County, Illinois.

Presently the site is registered with the Department of Public Health. Mr.
Sauget has applied for a permit, but the applications so far have been denied.

Since October 6, 1972 Mr. Sauget has been dumping in an area south and
adjacent to the area where he had been dumping for years. This new area

is south of the Alton and Southern Railroad tracks. Mr. Sauget stated that
the new area is included in the Public Health Registration, since it has

the same owner and is included in the same lot number. A check with Emmett
Walsh of the St, Clair County Mapping and Platting Department revealed

that the new dumping area is included in lot number 302, not lot number 304.
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January 10, 1973
WiLuiaMm L. BLASER

’ DIRECTOR
STATE OF ILLINO!S

*T. CLAIR COUNTY - 5 3 kuun‘e
SRR PEARL

,({. d:g bn Agency

Mr. Paul Cauget

c¢/o ‘auget and Company
2502 Monsanto Avenue
Tauget, Illinois (2206

Dear Mr, lauget:

This will ackno:-ledge receip: of your Docember 22, 1972, leiter
asddressed to Mr. Clark, regarding our previous corres pondence, subject
an sbove,

Your cooperation is sgppreciated. Your leiter is being forwsarded
to our regional unit for their information and follo:r-up investigation.
1 am requesting that our field personnel con'ack you and arrange for
a joint inspection of the subject facility in order :hat we may clear
up any misundersiandings or confusion in this macier,

Cordially,
ENVIRONMINTAL PROTUCTION AGINCY

CIXBmatiar

Gery C. achear, “aniftary Inspecior
turveillanze ~ection

- Division of Land rollucion Conirol

GCB:cp

cc: egion IV

In the New Illinois, we accommodate!

2200 CHURCHILL ROAD
(AT 2400 WEST JEKFFERSON)
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62708
AREA 217-528-3397

7Dar



[ I 3
LEO SAUGET
PRESIDENT

- PAUL SAUGET
~ SECRETARY AND MANAGER

Sauget and Company

2902 MONSANTO AVENUE
SAUGET, ILLINOIS 62206

December 22, 1972 A O A

Mr. C. B. Clark, llanager

Surveillance Section

Division of Land Pollution Control
Znvironmental Protecction Agency

2200 Churciill Road ‘
Springfield, Illinois 62705

3t. Clair Couatv - Land Pollutiocn Control
Caaoxia/Cancikia 'rust

-
”~

(v
as

pbear !‘r. Clark:

I am replying to your letter dated December 1, 1972, Ly
request of tir. Joa Llsaesser of thc Cahokia Urust, rcgarding
tae property located Jorta of Red :louse Road, as you rafer
to as Tox Terminal Road, of wihich I have never acard.

Tac dumping ycu rcfer to om the Zoubkh cond of the sito is

oecing dumpced on tae Rad ilcuse Road right-of-way, waica oelongs

to St. Clair County, Illinois, as I have statad to you before;

50 St. Clair County is in violation of the rules and regulations.

TPinal covering, as you refer to the old landfill site, as far
as I iknow has becen made. GSeveral years ago Caaoxia Trust
nired equipment that cleared the refuse on tais site and
covercd it, and now the site has grown up in vegetation.

ae now lanafill opelatlon wnilcih you refer to is not ncw,

but a continuction of my site that is registered witin the
Vepartwent of Public iealtih, and uatil the Illinois Polluiion
Control Joard adopts new rules I Jdo not nced a permit to
operate tihis landfill, so I see no violation on this site.

I wisih you would have your tecanical representative, on his
next inspection, contact ne personally, and I will go over
tais site with aim.

Very truly yours,
-3 77

DPAUL JAUGLYT
PS/jl

¢cc: r. Don C. Zlsaesser
Mr. Robert il. McRowerts, 3r.

2nm



